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Research on the social construction of organizational justice is theoretically 
based on the social-information-processing (SIP) theory. However, the common 
critiques about the SIP theory are that it has not articulated the mechanism by which 
social information flows to and from individuals and has been vague regarding the 
relevant characteristics of the social relationships involved. These limitations apply 
equally to the research domain of social construction of organizational justice. It is 
necessary to address these limitations to better understand how individuals socially 
construct their justice perception.  
The social network perspective assumes that structured social relationships of 
social actors provide opportunities for or put constraints on their behaviors. This study 
applied the social network perspective to address the limitations in the research on the 
social construction of organizational justice. It examined the influences of two 
network ties – expressive ties and instrumental ties on individuals’ use of allocation 
norms as well as their behaviors and affective response toward justice-relevant 
information when they experience ambiguity of organizational justice. This study also 
accounted for individual dispositional effects on individuals’ sensitivity to social 
information by examining the moderating role of self-monitoring.  
Social network analyses of the data gathered from a medium-size electricity 
company provided substantial support for the hypotheses. This study found that 
expressive ties and instrumental ties had different effects on individuals’ use of 
allocation norms and engagement in the information behaviors and that self-
monitoring interacted with expressive ties and/or instrumental ties to influence 
individuals’ information seeking and volunteering. Theoretical and practical 
implications of this study were discussed.  
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1.1 Social Construction of Organizational Justice 
1.1.1 Introduction  
In exploring what leads people to believe that they are fairly treated by 
organizations or supervisors, some recent studies (e.g., Lind, Kray & Thompson, 1998; 
Lamertz, 2002; Jones and Skarlicki, 2001; Umphress, Labianca, Brass, Kass & 
Scholten, 2003) have explored how one’s justice perceptions are influenced by others’ 
justice perceptions. For example, coworkers’ reports about whether they were fairly 
or unfairly treated by a supervisor influenced one’s perception of the supervisor’s 
justice image (Lind, Kray & Thompson, 1998); peers’ discussions about an 
authority’s reputation for being fair or unfair affect one’s interpretation of the 
authority’s subsequent behavior (Jones and Skarlicki, 2001).  
This line of research has been termed as the “social construction of 
organizational justice”. It examines social information from others as an important 
source of information for an individual to make justice inference. However, social 
information has been completely ignored by the majority of previous justice research, 
which assumes personal experiences with outcome distribution (e.g., Adams, 1965), 
organizational decision-making process (e.g., McFarlin & Sweeney, 1996; Tyler, 
1987), and interpersonal treatments by supervisors (e.g., Bies & Moag, 1986; Tyler & 
Lind, 1992) are the exclusive source for an indivdiual’s formation of justice 
perceptions. Justice scholars have long expressed dissatisfaction with this 
individualistic perspective, and instead have stressed that the field should develop a 
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more social constructive approach (Degoey, 2000). Deutsch (1983) pointed out that 
“the approach to ‘justice’ has been too psychological and not enough social 
psychological; that is, it focused on the individual rather than upon the social 
interaction in which ‘justice’ emerges” (p. 312). It is fortunate that this more socially 
oriented paradigm has been gradually reflected by recent research on the social 
construction of organizational justice. By adding more explanatory variables to our 
understanding of justice inferences, this line of research contributes to the evolution 
of the justice literature. 
 
1.1.2 Social Information Processing Theory  
The research on the social construction of justice is based on the theoretical 
framework of the social-information-processing (SIP) theory (Salancik & Pfeffer, 
1978). Salancik and Pfeffer (1978) argued that organizations are complex and 
ambiguous, and consequently, individuals use information from others to form 
evaluations and perceptions of organizational characteristics. They further pointed out 
that social information directly and indirectly affects an individual’s evaluations and 
perceptions, mainly in four ways: (1) the overt statements of coworkers make the 
individual learn how to react to the cues, either rejecting coworkers’ judgments or 
assimilating them into his or her judgment; (2) social influence structures the 
individual’s attentional processes by making certain aspects of the environment more 
or less salient; (3) others provides the individual with interpretation of environmental 
cues or their constructed meanings of events; and (4) others influence the individual 
how to interpret his or her needs. It has been suggested that the greater the ambiguity 
in the job context, the more individuals will reply on social information to form their 
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evaluations (Burkhardt, 1994; Ibarra & Andrews, 1993; Meyer, 1994; Salancik & 
Preffer, 1978). 
When it comes to the topic of organizational justice, it has been suggested that 
under many circumstances, it is difficult for people to individually evaluate whether a 
justice or injustice has occurred because the types of organizational events that are 
commonly subject to justice considerations are highly complex in nature (Degoey, 
2000). Umphress and her colleagues (2003) also argued that judging or interpreting a 
specific stimulus in terms of its justice, such as the payment, the organization’s 
procedures, or the treatment by a supervisor, involves a number of steps that provide 
opportunities for ambiguity. Such ambiguity, in turn, motivates an individual to turn 
to his or her social context for relevant information. Thus, the individual is subject to 
the social influence of coworkers’ judgment and forms similar perceptions with the 
coworkers.  
1.1.3 The Limitations  
The social-information-processing (SIP) theory provides the theoretical basis 
for the development of research on the social construction of organizational justice. 
However, the common and general critiques about this theory are that it “has not 
articulated the mechanism by which social information flows to and from individuals” 
(p.147, Contractor & Eisenberg, 1990) and that it “has been remarkably vague 
regarding the relevant characteristics of the social relationships involved and the 
processes whereby the effects occur” (p.1015, Meyer, 1994). These critiques apply 
equally across all domains in which the SIP theory has been applied. Research on the 
social construction of organizational justice to date has the same limitations and has 
yet to explore how justice-relevant information flows to and from individuals who are 
embedded in structured social relationships with other organizational members. For 
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example, the empirical studies (e.g., Lamertz, 2002; Umphress, et al., 2003) 
exclusively focused on outcomes of social influence, i.e., the formation of similar 
justice perceptions among individuals, yet did not explore the process by which social 
influence occurs.  
At workplaces, employees exchange information about organizational events 
on daily discourses. Information flows from employees who have access to it to those 
who do not have such access (Morrison & Bies, 1991). Central behaviors that 
facilitate information flowing are (1) information seeking, (2) information provision 
with coworkers’ enquiry, (3) information volunteering, and (4) information 
acceptance.  In this study, we call these “information behaviors”. When individuals 
experience ambiguity in judging whether outcome distributions, decision procedures 
or interpersonal treatments by a supervisor are fair or unfair, whom do they ask for 
information? Who will be willing to provide them with the information? And whose 
information will they accept? To answer these questions requires us to understand the 
process by which individuals form similar justice perceptions in their social 
interactions.  
Organizational justice literature has identified three dimensions of justice 
perception: distributive, procedural and interactional justice. With one exception (i.e., 
Umphress, et al., 2003), research on the social construction of organizational justice to 
date has not formally included distributive justice (i.e., individual fairness perception 
of outcome distribution) in the social constructive domain. Distributive theories, such 
as equity theory and relative deprivation theory, suggest that comparison with others 
influences an individual’s belief about the fairness of his or her outcome (e.g., 
Ambrose, Harland & Kulik, 1991; Messick & Sentis, 1983). This social comparison 
suggests that distributive justice perception is socially constructed. Distributive justice 
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literature suggests that individuals use different standards of justice or allocation 
norms – equality, equity and need – to compare outcomes with or allocate outcomes 
to other people (Carles & Carver, 1979; Greenberg, 1987). Thus, it is necessary to 
examine how individuals use these different standards of justice in their social 
construction of distributive justice.  
 
1.2 Objectives of This Study 
1.2.1 Social Network Effects  
Many researchers (e.g., Meyer, 1994; Rice & Aydin, 1991; Shah, 1998) have 
suggested that the social network perspective provides the conceptual and 
methodological keys to solve SIP research’s vagueness regarding the specific contexts 
and processes for the occurrence of the social influence. In theory, the social network 
theorists share with SIP researchers the assumption that one’s social context is a 
source of information regarding interpretation and perceptions of one’s environment 
and valued behaviors (Meyer, 1994). Social networks, or patterns of social relations, 
provide the structural context by which people are proximate to others’ information, 
influence and behavior (Rice and Aydin, 1991). In methodology, the social network 
approach allows the researchers to take a “snapshot” of the social ties and thus to 
identify the “others” who influence one’s perceptions (Brass, 1995).  
Umphress and her colleagues (2003) have examined the influence of social 
ties on individuals’ final formation of similar justice perceptions, i.e., the outcome of 
social information processing. Different from their study, this study will focus on how 
patterns of social relations affect the process of social information processing. The 
social network perspective assumes that structured social relationships of social actors 
provide opportunities for or put constraint on their behaviors (Wasserman & Faust, 
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1994). This assumption leads to our argument that different patterns of social relations 
will facilitate or constrain how individuals use different allocation norms and engage 
in the information behaviors in their social construction of organizational justice.  
 
1.2.2 Dispositional Effects  
Other than the network effects of patterns of social relations, there are also 
individual dispositional effects on individuals’ information behaviors. The relatively 
enduring personal variables within individuals interact with situational characteristics 
to generate stable but discriminate patterns of behavior (Newcomb & Keefe, 2000). 
Different individuals evoke different responses from social environments (Robert & 
Hunt, 1991). Researchers suggest that individuals may differ in the sensitivity to 
social cues and the tendency to seek such cues (Burkhardt, 1994; Degoey, 2000). 
Individuals also selectively seek or provide the social cues (Festiger, 1954). Moreover, 
the social-cognitive theories (Mischel, 1990; Shoda & Mischel, 1993) argue that 
underlying person variables play a key role in individuals’ encoding or construction of 
situations. Self-monitoring is an important dispositional factor that influences 
individuals’ sensitivity to social cues and their behaviors towards information. In the 
process of social information processing, it will be interesting to know how high self-
monitors and low self-monitors will differ in their behaviors toward justice-related 
information.  
In summary, the purpose of this study is two-fold. On one hand, this study is to 
address the vagueness of SIP theory regarding the process by which organizational 
justice perceptions are socially constructed. Specifically, it will apply the social 
network perspective to explore how the social ties affect individuals’ use allocation 
norms, information behaviors and affective response in their social construction of 
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organizational justice. On the other hand, this study is to account for individual 
dispositional effects by examining the moderating effects of self-monitoring on the 
relationships between social network ties and individuals’ information behaviors. 
High self-monitors and low self-monitors are expected to have different behavior 
tendencies toward social information.  
Chapter 2: Literature Review and Hypotheses  
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Chapter 2 
LITERATURE REVIEW AND HYPOTHESES  
 
2.1 Network Ties at Workplaces  
In the social network research, organizations are viewed as clusters of people 
joined by a variety of links; and the patterns of relations between people rather than 
people in isolation are the focus of the research (Brass, 1995; Fombrun, 1982). Thus, 
individuals’ structural social context influences their interpretation, perceptions and 
behaviors. Through networks, individuals exchange information, and develop similar 
perceptions and opinions (Rice and Adyin, 1991). Furthermore, network scholars 
argue that one can understand organizational phenomena and outcomes by 
considering not merely the presence of social relations, but also the overall pattern of 
relations among people (Brass, 1995).  
Social network theory distinguishes two types of social ties: instrumental ties 
and expressive ties (e.g., Fombrun, 1982; Ibarra, 1993; Krackhardt, 1992). 
Instrumental ties arise in the course of work-role performance and involve the 
exchange of job-related information and resource to accomplish a task, whereas 
expressive ties involve expression of interpersonal affect and primarily provide 
friendship, social support, a sense of identity and personal belonging (Ibarra & 
Andrew, 1993; Coleman, 1990). Ibarra and Andrew (1993) made clear comparisons 
between these two ties. Expressive ties tend to be stronger, more intimate links, 
connect people who are similar on a variety of personal characteristics (Marsden, 
1988), and involve more frequent interaction (Krackhardt, 1990). Instrumental ties, by 
contrast, tend to be weaker ties linking people who differ in personal characteristics 
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and/or in their positions in the vertical and horizontal division of labor or in access to 
scarce resources (Laumann, Galaskiewicz, & Marsden, 1978; Lincoln, 1982). These 
differences in the frequency of interaction, strength of link, and emotional attachment 
suggest that these two social network ties may differ in the transmission of social cues 
and social influence (Ibarra & Andrews, 1993).  
At the same time, expressive ties and instrumental ties are not mutually 
exclusive in all cases. In some cases, they exist in a same relationship. In other cases, 
either instrumental ties or expressive ties exclusively represent a particular 
relationship (Morrison, 2002). Although there is some overlap, it is generally possible 
to talk about an individual’s expressive network as distinct from his/her instrumental 
network (Ibarra, 1995; Morrison, 2002). In this study, we term coworkers in 
expressive ties as “expressive coworkers” and coworkers in instrumental ties as 
“instrumental coworkers”.  
 
2.2 Main Effects of Network Ties  
 
2.2.1 Social Construction of Distributive Justice  
Fairness perception of outcome distribution, such as individual payment, 
bonus and promotion, is defined as distributive justice (Folger & Cropanzano, 1998).  
Distributive justice literature suggests that individuals use different standards of 
justice to allocate outcomes: (1) equity norm – outcome is allocated according to 
individual relative contribution, and more contribution means more outcomes; (2) 
equality norm – outcome is allocated equally to every individual without considering 
who contributes more and who contributes less; and (3) need norm – outcome is 
allocated according to individual needs, and extra amount is allocated to individuals 
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who need more (Lamm & Schwinger, 1983). However, the majority of field studies 
on distributive justice to date have exclusively focused on the equity norm that 
individuals use in their justice judgment (e.g., Colguitt, 2001; Sweeney & McFarlin, 
1997). Neglecting the existence of equality norm and need norm, these studies 
exclude the possibility that individuals may use different allocation norms when they 
allocate outcomes to coworkers with different patterns of social relations.  
Distributive justice scholars (e.g., Carles & Carver, 1979; Greenberg, 1987) 
have suggested that the use of allocation practices depended on the nature of the 
relationship between people. Laboratory studies found that individuals were more 
likely to use equality norm and need norm to allocate reward to partners with close 
relationships and to use equity norm to partners with distant relationships (Carles & 
Carver, 1979; Clark, Mills & Corcoran, 1989; Deutsch, 1975). However, critics of 
these laboratory studies argue that manipulated ties are qualitatively very different 
from ties built on long-term social interactions (Degoey, 2000).  In other words, 
intimate relationships are complex affects resulted from substantial interpersonal 
history, and are therefore unlikely to be manipulated successfully in all their 
complexity via scenarios. Moreover, the scenarios tend to target more at cognition 
than affect (Johnson-George & Swap, 1982), thus failing to capture the affective 
components of the social ties.  
Clearly, the laboratory studies are useful in isolating causal effect, and have 
contributed to our knowledge. What is now needed is to extend and replicate these 
findings in the field. The network perspective provides the exact tools to address these 
gaps in the distributive justice research. First, it allows us to map the quality of the 
social ties that an individual has across his or her social networks. Second, it allows us 
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to examine relationship between the social ties and the use of different allocation 
norms. 
The equity norm is a contribution-based standard of justice. The outcome that 
an individual receives is determined by his or her contribution (Greenberg, 1983). 
This allocation norm emphasizes personal autonomy and the advancement of self-
interest in the fairness perception of outcome distribution, thus excluding the role of 
emotional factors in outcome allocation. In contrast, the equality norm is an 
egalitarian standard of justice and the need norm is a need-based standard of justice 
(Greenberg, 1983). These two norms do not identify individual contribution or 
performance yet emphasize interpersonal harmony and the advancement of in-group 
interest. Personal emotional factors play a key role in these two norms. As discussed 
above, the laboratory studies provide theoretical supports for our prediction that 
patterns of social relations affect individuals’ use of allocation norms. Expressive 
coworkers have strong emotional attachment and intimate links, whereas instrumental 
coworkers have weak links and lack emotional bond. Thus, it is hypothesized that:  
 
H1a: Individuals are more likely to use need norm and equality norm to 
expressive coworkers than to instrumental coworkers.  
H1b: Individuals are more likely to use equity norm to instrumental 
coworkers than to expressive coworkers.   
 
The extent to which employees experience fairness is not just with respect to 
the outcomes they receive but also in the way they are treated by organizational 
systems and the agents of organizations (Greenberg, 1990b; Lind & Tyler, 1988). 
Organizational justice literature has identified two dimensions that describe the way 
employees perceive such treatment: procedural justice and interactional justice. 
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Procedural justice addresses the systematic side and denotes the fairness of formal 
procedures for making organizational decisions, such as performance appraisal 
(Folger & Konovsky, 1989; Lind & Tyler, 1988). Interactional justice addresses the 
interpersonal side and denotes the fairness of interpersonal treatment employees 
receive from decision makers (Greenberg, 1990a; Greenberg, Bies & Eskew, 1991). 
The empirical (e.g., Lamertz, 2002; Umphress, et al., 2003) and theoretical (e.g., 
Degoey, 2000) work has suggested that individuals will experience ambiguity in 
forming procedural justice and interactional justice.  
 
2.2.2 Social Construction of Procedural Justice 
In general, organizations will publicly state the formal procedures to 
employees. However, ambiguity still exists about the meaning of the procedures 
(Johanson, 2000), particularly among organizational newcomers (Ashford & 
Cummings, 1983; Morrison, 1993b). This ambiguity is attributed to the hierarchical 
distance between employees and supervisors in organizations. The formulation and 
implementation of organizational procedures are removed from employess’ every-day 
experience by several layers of organizational hierarchy (Lamertz, 2002). For 
example, downsizing is a complex organizational event that strongly affects 
procedural justice perception (Brockner et al, 1994). However, few employees have 
access to the objective information about the criteria for determining who will be laid 
off and who will stay (Lamertz, 2002). At the same time, the hierarchical distance 
from supervisors often prevents employees from getting timely and correct feedback 
even if employees ask their supervisors to clarify their ambiguity.  
As social actors, individuals communicate information in social interactions. 
Compared with the infrequent interactions with supervisors, day-to-day interactions 
Chapter 2: Literature Review and Hypotheses  
 13
among coworkers set the stage for the transmission of information from employees 
who have access to it to those who do not have such access. Moreover, coworkers 
may be instrumental in contextualizing the fairness of a particular procedure by 
providing referent standards that help individuals to form judgments (Lamertz, 2002). 
For example, coworkers may refer to certain unfair procedures in the past to illustrate 
that the current procedures are fair. It has been suggested that informal 
communication channels among peers are primary routes through which social 
comparisons and social cues may affect sense making (Hartman & Johnson, 1989; 
Johanson, 2000). Thus, coworkers are the primary sources of social information to 
clarify ambiguity.  
With the classification of coworkers into expressive ones and instrumental 
ones, the critical question for social information processing is whether employees 
selectively rely on some coworkers to clarify their ambiguity? The nature of 
information involved may help us understand this question. In the social interactions, 
individuals are willing to convey certain information but reluctant to talk about other 
information. Likewise, individuals are willing to communicate some information with 
close people yet keep it secret to distant people (Clark & Mills, 1979; Jehn & Shah, 
1997; Roloff, 1987). These differences are due to the fact that some information is 
sensitive and private while other information insensitive and public.  
Information regarding organizational procedures seem to belong to the latter 
category. In general, organizational procedures are made public and available to 
employees, and affect many if not all employees of the organization.  Therefore, there 
is a general perception that organizational procedures are in the public domain with a 
high degree of “public interest” and that it is more legitimate to bring them up for 
public discussion. When individuals feel ambiguous about the procedures, they may 
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feel that it is safe to seek the relevant information from coworkers who have access to 
it. In other words, it is the information availability, rather than the patterns of the 
social relations (i.e., expressive coworkers vs. instrumental coworkers), would 
determine individuals’ information seeking. Thus, it is hypothesized: 
 
H2a: Individuals’ seeking information on procedural justice will not vary 
across expressive coworkers and instrumental coworkers.  
 
   To better understand individuals’ different behaviors toward information in 
their social construction of procedural justice, we will examine whether individuals 
will, in turn, provide information to coworkers who experience the same ambiguity. 
According to the organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) literature (Organ, 
1988), providing information to coworkers to help them clarify their uncertainty is a 
form of organizational citizenship behavior, i.e., helping coworkers. It is an 
interpersonal citizenship behavior that is oriented toward coworkers (Padsakoff, 
Alhearne & MacKenzie, 1997). Although some forms of citizenship behaviors most 
frequently occur within the confines of interpersonal relationships, with few 
exceptions (e.g., McAllister, 1995), OCB researchers have not considered citizenship 
behaviors within a relational framework (Setton & Mossholder, 2002), thus failing to 
consider the targets of citizenship behavior, i.e., the particular persons that an 
individual chooses to help (Bolino, 1999). Interpersonal quality and interpersonal 
context should be included to better understand interpersonal helping behaviors 
(Setton & Mossholder, 2002). In this study, the integration of the information 
provision behavior with the patterns of social relations directly addresses the failure of 
OCB research to examine interpersonal helping from a relational framework.  
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To better understand the occurrence of information provision, two conditions 
are further specified: an individual will (1) provides information with a coworker’s 
enquiry; or (2) volunteer information to a coworker. Under the first condition, there is 
an obvious demand effect that occurs between the individual and the coworker. The 
individual knows that the coworkers need his or her information to clarify ambiguity 
about organizational procedures. We predict that the publicity and insensitivity of the 
information may make the individual be willing to provide what he or she knows 
about the procedures to the coworker, without much concern about the patterns of 
social relations involved. Thus, it is hypothesized that: 
 
H2b: When individuals are enquired about information on procedural 
justice, their provision of the information will not vary across 
expressive coworkers and instrumental coworkers.  
 
Under the second condition that the coworker does not ask the individual for 
the information, we predict that the patterns of social relations, rather than the nature 
of the information about organizational procedures, will play a more important role in 
determining to whom the individual will volunteer the information. It is expected that 
the individual is more likely to volunteer the information to expressive coworkers 
than to instrumental coworkers.  
Research on the communal relationship and exchange relationship provides 
theoretical support for our prediction. Members in a communal relationship benefit 
each other on the basis of needs or demonstrate general concern for each other’s 
welfare, whereas members in an exchange relationship benefit each other in response 
to specific benefits received in the past or expected in the future (Clark & Mills, 1979). 
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This contrast shows that a communal relationship is expressive while an exchange 
relationship is instrumental. This line of research has found that individuals in a 
communal relationship are more inclined to keep track of associates’ needs than are 
individuals in an exchange relationship (Clark, 1984; Clark, Mills & Powell, 1986; 
Clark, Mills & Corcoran, 1989). McAllister (1995) also argued that what drive need-
based monitoring of peers in a communal relationship is not the desire to generate 
future obligations or to reciprocate benefits received, but rather an understanding of 
the communal nature of the relationship. The frequent interactions allow expressive 
peers to easily identify each other’s troubles or sufferings in organizations. Thus, it is 
very natural for an individual to volunteer relevant information to expressive 
coworkers when the individual knows their ambiguity about organizational 
procedures.  In contrast, the individual may not care about what instrumental co-
workers suffer on one hand; on the other hand, he or she may not be clear whether 
instrumental coworkers need help on the other hand.  
Research on the motives for helping also lends support to our prediction that 
information volunteering will vary with the patterns of social relations.  Bolino (1999) 
identified two motivational forces behind citizenship behavior: (1) the desire to look 
like a good citizen, i.e., impression management strategies; and (2) the genuine desire 
to help, i.e., genuine concerns. These two motivational forces have been labeled as 
instrumental motive and altruistic motive, respectively, by Allen and Rush (1998). An 
individual may tend to regard helping expressive coworkers as a diffusion of 
responsibility. Out of altruistic motives, the individual will volunteer relevant 
information to the coworkers. In contrast, the individual may worry that instrumental 
coworkers consider his or her information volunteering as noisy; or the coworkers 
even attribute his or her helping to instrumental motives. Thus, it is expected that the 
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individual will be reluctant to volunteer information to instrumental coworkers. It is 
hypothesized that:  
 
H2c: Individuals are more likely to volunteer information on procedural 
justice to expressive coworkers than to instrumental coworkers.  
 
Corresponding to the behavior of information volunteering, this study will 
move forward to examine how an individual will react to this voluntary helping. How 
likely will the individual accept the information and hold positive affect to this 
voluntary helping?  
Organizational behavior scholars have generally argued that interpersonal 
citizenship behavior will lead to positive outcomes for individuals (e.g., Van Dyne & 
LePine, 1998). However, the social psychological literature on interpersonal helping 
provides empirical evidence that helping may not always be regarded as supportive by 
the recipient. In contrast, helping may evoke a range of negative reactions. For 
example, social support research has found that received support, a kind of helping, 
often has been associated with negative effects, rather than being generally helpful 
(Bolger, Zuckerman & Kessler, 2000; Gleason, Iida, Bolger & Shrout, 2003). The 
socio-psychological literature suggests that it is particularly important how the 
helper’s action is interpreted by the recipient (Nadler & Fisher, 1986). Research on 
social support also suggests that support is experienced not so much from what is 
done, but from how what is done is interpreted. The interpretation will be heavily 
influenced by the nature of the relationship between the helper and the recipient 
(Sarason, Sarason & Pierce, 1994). These suggestions lead to our argument that the 
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patterns of social relations will influence how the recipient reacts to the voluntary 
helping.  
Two reactions – information acceptance and positive affect – are examined in 
this study. In expressive ties, the higher levels of trust, cooperation and mutual care 
enable the individual to attribute the voluntary helping from an expressive coworker 
as genuine concerns. Thus, he or she is more likely to accept the information and hold 
positive affect toward the helping. In contrast, the individual may tend to attribute the 
voluntary helping from an instrumental coworker to instrumental motives, such as 
impression management strategies or expectation of future reciprocation. The 
individual may doubt “I do not ask the coworker for information. How does the 
coworker know that I am experiencing the ambiguity?” He or she may even think that 
the instrumental co-worker is prying his or her personal matters and thus feels 
offended. Thus, the individual will be reluctant to accept the information and hold 
positive affect toward the voluntary helping. It is hypothesized that: 
 
H2d: Individuals are more likely to accept information on procedural 
justice volunteered by expressive coworkers than by instrumental 
coworkers.  
H2e: Individuals are more likely to hold positive affect toward the 
voluntary helping from expressive coworkers than from 
instrumental coworkers.  
 
2.2.3 Social Construction of Interactional Justice 
Interactional justice refers to the fairness of the interpersonal treatments by a 
supervisor, i.e., whether the supervisor treats employees with respect and 
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consideration (Bies & Moag, 1986). It tends to be associated with direct evaluation of 
the supervisor, which often transmits the information regarding subordinate-
supervisor relations (Moorman, 1991). At workplaces, the infrequent interactions with 
and the hierarchical distance from a supervisor often make employees experience 
ambiguity about the norms of interpersonal treatments by the supervisor (Lamertz, 
2002). These norms may differ between organizational cultures and depend on a 
collective rationality about appropriate forms of interaction (DiMaggio & Powell, 
1991). For example, an employee would want to know, “Does my supervisor treat 
other people the same way he or she treats me?” Research on the social construction 
of organizational justice suggests that this ambiguity motivates employees to seek 
relevant information from their peers to make sense of interactional justice (Degoey, 
2000; Lamertz, 2002).  
There are some theoretical supports for this study to argue that the patterns of 
social relations – expressive ties and instrumental ties – will influence an individual’s 
information behaviors when he or she feels ambiguous about interactional justice. 
First, how a supervisor treats an employee in the decision-making is associated with 
his or her acceptance and recognition of the employee (Shah, 1998). In general, an 
employee is reluctant to publicly talk about his or her interpersonal treatments by a 
supervisor, a topic that seems to be personal and sensitive. However, when the 
employee needs more information to clarify the ambiguity about interactional justice, 
the people who are trusted to talk about such personal matters and are willing to 
provide relevant information are expressive coworkers (Markiewicz, Devine & 
Kausilas, 2000). Second, organizational decision-making is fraught with office 
politics that correspond closely to interactional justice (Longenecker, Sims & Gioia, 
1987). For example, the supervisor may suppress his or her personal bias in the face-
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to-face interactions with the employee yet makes certain decisions against the 
employee’s welfare. These office politics are likely to make individuals vigilant in 
seeking clarification about the quality of interpersonal treatments by a supervisor 
(Brett & Rognes, 1989; Van den Bos, Bruins, Wilke & Dronkert, 1999). Expressive 
coworkers are the subjects that individuals tend to approach for relevant information. 
Third, it has been suggested that individuals are more likely to obtain information on 
relationships with a supervisor and information on office politics from close friends 
(Markiewicz, Devine & Kausilas, 2000; Shah, 1998). Thus, it is hypothesized that: 
 
H3a: Individuals are more likely to seek information on interactional 
justice from expressive coworkers than from instrumental 
coworkers.  
 
This study will also examine how social network ties influence (1) individuals’ 
provision of information on interactional justice under two different conditions – with 
coworkers’ enquiry or voluntarily, and (2) recipients’ two reactions to the information 
volunteering – information acceptance and positive affect. In a similar vein as the 
theoretical arguments in the social construction of procedural justice, (1) individuals’ 
attribution of interpersonal helping to different motives, (2) the effects of 
interpersonal relationships on interpersonal helping, and (3) the sensitivity and 
privacy of information on interactional justice lead us to hypothesize that: 
 
H3b: When enquired about information on interactional justice, 
individuals are more likely to provide it to expressive coworkers 
than to instrumental coworkers.  
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H3c: Individuals are more likely to volunteer information on interactional 
justice to expressive coworkers than to instrumental coworkers. 
H3d: Individuals are more likely to accept information on interactional 
justice volunteered by expressive coworkers than by instrumental 
coworkers.  
H3e: Individuals are more likely to hold positive affect toward the 
voluntary helping from expressive coworkers than from 
instrumental coworkers.  
 
2.3 Moderating Effects of Self-monitoring  
2.3.1 Self-monitoring  
As suggested by the social-cognitive theories (Mischel, 1990; Shoda & 
Mischel, 1993), individuals differ in their construction of situations and their 
sensitivity to information from coworkers (Burkhardt, 1994; Degoey, 2000). Self-
monitoring is an important factor that affects individuals’ sensitivity to social cues. 
We expect self-monitoring will influence individuals’ engagement in the information 
behaviors in the social construction of procedural and interactional justice. The 
selection of this construct is based on its particular relevance to this study.  
Self-monitoring is a personality variable that captures the extent to which 
individuals use cues from their social interaction to determine the appropriateness of 
their feelings and actions (Snyder, 1979). People with high self-monitoring, termed as 
high self-monitors, are more likely to rely on situational cues to adjust their feelings, 
attitudes and actions. In contrast, people with low self-monitoring, termed as low self-
monitors, do not attend to social information and remain consistent in their feelings, 
attitudes and behaviors over various situations.  
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Although self-monitoring has not been considered in the social construction of 
organizational justice, many researchers have suggested its relevance in the social 
information processing. Kilduff (1992) found that high self-monitors were more likely 
than low self-monitors to adopt their friends’ suggestion to choose the organizations 
with which they should interview. Burkhardt (1994) found that self-monitoring 
moderate the extent to which interaction with others influence people’s frequency of 
computer use, attitudes toward computer and self-efficacy beliefs regarding 
computers. These empirical studies demonstrate the high self-monitors and low self-
monitors differ in their sensitivity to social cues and their being influenced by social 
cues in their social contexts. When Degoey (2000) illustrates the construction of 
organizational justice through social contagion, he suggests that self-monitoring is a 
promising individual difference that may influence the speed and extent to which 
justice cues spread within organizations.  
In this study, we expect that self-monitoring will interact with expressive ties 
and/or instrumental ties to have an influence on individuals’ information seeking and 
volunteering. Compared to information provision and acceptance, these two behaviors 
are more directly related to people’s sensitivity to social contexts and thus more 
obviously reflect the differences between high self-monitors and low self-monitors in 
their reactions to social information.  
 
2.3.2 Self-monitoring and Information Seeking  
In the situations of ambiguity about organizational justice, high self-monitors 
may be more likely to seek social information from their social contexts than low self-
monitors. Moreover, when the nature of information is involved, the sensitivity of 
high self-monitors will be easily seen from their selection of coworkers from whom 
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they seek information. For public and insensitive information on procedural justice, 
high self-monitors may seek it from expressive coworkers and instrumental coworkers 
as well. For sensitive and private information on interactional justice, high self-
monitors may be more likely to seek it from expressive coworkers than from 
instrumental coworkers, because they are reluctant to let distant others know about 
how they are treated by supervisors. In contrast, no matter whether the information is 
involved with insensitive information on procedural justice or with sensitive 
information on interactional justice, low self-monitors may not seek it either from 
expressive coworkers or from instrumental coworkers. They tend to rely on their own 
feelings and judgments rather than the opinions from others. Thus it is hypothesized 
that: 
 
H4a:  Self-monitoring will interact with the social network ties to influence 
the seeking of information on procedural justice: high self-
monitors will equally seek the information from expressive 
coworkers and instrumental coworkers; low self-monitors will not 
seek it from expressive coworkers or instrumental coworkers.  
H4b:  Self-monitoring will interact with the social network ties to influence 
the seeking of information on interactional justice: high self-
monitors are more likely to seek the information from expressive 
coworkers than from instrumental coworkers; low self-monitors 
will not seek it from expressive coworkers or instrumental 
coworkers.  
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2.3.3 Self-monitoring and Information Volunteering 
Research on impression management and citizenship behavior argue that high 
self-monitors are more likely to be preoccupied with constructing and maintaining a 
positive public image (Kilduff & Day, 1994; Mehra, Kilduff, & Brass, 2001). It has 
been found that high self-monitors use impression management in an opportunistic 
manner (Fandit & Ferris, 1990) and that they are also more likely to engage in 
citizenship behaviors (Blakely, Fuller & Smith, 1996). These studies assert that high 
self-monitors make better citizens because they are more likely to be sensitive to 
others’ need for help and are able to adjust their behaviors (Bolino, 1999). 
Information volunteering is an interpersonal helping instrumental in constructing the 
good image of a helper when coworkers undergo ambiguity about organizational 
justice. Sensitive to coworkers’ needs for help, high self-monitors are more likely to 
volunteer information to coworkers than are low self-monitors. Moreover, we predict 
that the nature of the information may influence to whom high self-monitors will 
volunteer information. For insensitive and public information on procedural justice, 
high self-monitors may be willing to volunteer the information to both expressive 
coworkers and instrumental coworkers. For sensitive and private information on 
interactional justice, high self-monitors may be more likely to volunteer it to 
expressive coworkers than to instrumental coworkers.  
In contrast, because low self-monitors are not sensitive to coworkers’ needs 
for help, it is unlikely that they will volunteer information to coworkers, either 
expressive or instrumental, regardless of the nature of the information. Thus, it is 
hypothesized that: 
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H4c: Self-monitoring will interact with the social network ties to influence 
the volunteering of information on procedural justice: high self-
monitors will equally volunteer the information to expressive 
coworkers and instrumental coworkers; low self-monitors will not 
volunteer it to expressive coworkers or instrumental coworkers.  
H4d: Self-monitoring will interact with social network ties to influence the 
volunteering of information on interactional justice: high self-
monitors are more likely to volunteer the information to expressive 
coworkers than to instrumental coworkers; low self-monitors will 

























3.1 Research Sample  
3.1.1 About the Respondents and the Organization 
 
The respondents for this study consisted of 56 full-time employees in an 
electricity plant located in a county in mainland China. The plant was one of the 16 
independent plants that were located in different suburbs of the county for the natural 
water resources – a critical factor for electricity generation. The plant is composed of 
eight highly cooperating departments - two administrative functions (General Office 
and Finance Department), four operations divisions (Water-Control, Central-
Electricity-Control, Electricity-Generation Division 1 and Electricity-Generation 
Division 2), and two supporting divisions (Engineering and Maintenance). The works 
of the 56 full-time were directly related to the main activities and functions of the 
plant. This study did not include the 18 part-time employees because there is a high 
turnover in these informal positions, such as cleaning, and the connection between the 
formal and informal employees was not closely related.  
The sample size of 56 respondents was comparable to the studies of social 
networks in organizations (e.g., Burkhardt, 1994; Ibarra & Andrews, 1993; Meyer, 
1994; Rice & Aydin, 1991). Eighty-three percent of 56 employees were male. The 
average age was 38.09 (S.D. = 8.15) and the average tenure was 13.57 (S.D. = 6.4). 
Most of the employees worked together for many years.  
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3.1.2 About the Selection of this Sample  
The selection of this electricity plant in mainland China as our research sample 
is based on the theoretical and practical reasons. Theoretically, China is witnessing an 
unprecedented degree of economic reform with a continuing influx of modern 
management thought and practices. This sets the stage for organizational behavior 
scholars to explore various research topics, such as OCB and organizational justice, 
within the Chinese context (e.g., Bond & Leung, 1992; Farh, Earley & Lin, 1997; 
Farh, Zhong & Organ, 2004). The social network research has also increasingly been 
done within the Chinese context (e.g., Farh, Tsui, Xin & Cheng, 1998; Xin & Pearce, 
1996; Xin, 1998). Practically, the examination of the research questions determines 
that this study has to apply the roster method in social network research to collect data 
(Marsden, 1990), i.e., each respondent responds to each question followed by a list of 
all other respondents (e.g., 55 coworkers in this study). The Chinese native of one of 
the researchers made the data collection in the plant possible and feasible.  
 
3.2 Procedure 
3.2.1 Questionnaire Design  
Before data collection, we interviewed with the employees about three 
organizational justices – distributive, procedural and interactinal justices, in order to 
write scenarios that reflected employees’ personal experience with organizational 
justice-relevant events. Based on their descriptions and the archival information about 
the reward allocation system, performance appraisal system and the promotion system 
in this organization, three scenarios were written in Chinese to describe the justice-
relevant events about reward allocations, performance appraisal procedures and 
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interpersonal treatments by supervisors in promotion decisions, respectively. We 
showed the scenarios to some employees to make further revisions about the word 
usages. The technique of back translation (one bilingual translates from the source to 
target language; then the second blindly translates back from target to the source and 
the investigators compare the two versions) was used before the final surveys in 
Chinese were distributed to employees (Refer to the appendix for the Chinese version 
and English version of the questionnaire).  
The use of scenarios with simple-item measures, rather than the traditional 
three organizational justice scales (e.g., Folger & Konovsky, 1989; Moorman, 1991), 
is based on the following two reasons. First, the network methodology severely limits 
the use of traditional multi-item survey in this study. Because respondents answered 
each question corresponding to each of the other 55 coworkers within the organization, 
multi-item questions would be very time-consuming thus making the response 
undesirable. Network scholars have suggested that single-item measures are 
appropriate when the construct being measured is sufficiently unambiguous and when 
situational constraints limit the use of scales (e.g., Wanous, Reicher & Hudy, 1997). 
On one hand, the interviews with employees before the data collection bolstered our 
confidence that employees greatly understood the questions. On the other hand, this 
study used the roster method to collect data, which has been found to increase the 
reliability of single-item measures by facilitating respondents’ recall (Marsden, 1990). 
In addition, this study used the 5-point rating scale (ranging from 1 = Strongly 
Disagree to 5 = Strongly Agree) to the sociomatric questions for dependent variables, 
which has also been found to increase the reliability of single-item measure 
(Wasserman & Faust, 1994). Second, the three scenarios were derived from the main 
ideas of the organizational justice scales and the interviews with respondents to 
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capture their experiences with the justice-relevant events in the organization. 
Specifically, the reward allocation scenario reflects that the comparison of output to 
input in the distributive justice scale, the performance appraisal scenario reflects the 
consistency of organizational systems in the procedural justice scale, and the 
promotion scenario captures the quality of interpersonal treatments by supervisors in 
the interactional justice scale.  
 
3.2.2 Data Collection  
Two-section survey was administered to collect data. In the first section of the 
survey, data about the demographic characteristics, self-monitoring and the network 
ties – expressive ties and instrumental ties, were collected. In the second section of the 
survey, which was administered a week later, individuals responded to the three 
written scenarios by answering questions about how likely they would use different 
allocation norms in scenario 1 and how likely they would engage in different 
information behaviors and hold positive affect in scenario 2 and 3. With the help of 
the General Office, all 56 surveys were returned and usable.  
 
3.3 Measure 
The roster method (Marsden, 1990) requires respondents to answer each 
question followed by a list of all other 55 coworkers and provide their answer below 
the name of each coworker. Thus, responses were formed into 56 row X 56 column 
matrices in which value of cell Xij (i≠j) reflected actor i’s response to actor j on the 
construct involved.  
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3.3.1 Expressive Ties and Instrumental Ties 
Following previous social network research (e.g., Ibarra, 1993; Krackhardt, 
1990; Morrison, 2002), instrumental ties and expressive ties were measured with two 
sociometric questions. Respondents were asked to name the people in their firm (1) 
“who do you need to meet at workplace in order to get your work done?” and (2) 
“who are your friends or close friends, people who you often meet outside of work?” 
Answers to the first question formed the matrix of instrumental ties in which the cell 
entry Xij equaled to one if actor i regarded actor j as an instrumental coworker, and all 
other entries equaled to zero. Answers to the second question formed the matrix of 
expressive ties in which the cell entry Xij equaled to one if actor i regarded actor j as 
an expressive coworker, and all other entries equaled to zero.  
 
3.3.2 Allocation Norms, Information Behaviors and Positive Affect 
In three written scenarios, each respondent was asked about their likelihood of 
using different allocation norms, engaging in different information behaviors, and 
holding positive affect to the other 55 coworkers. For example, the questions included 
“how likely will you allocate half of money to the person regardless of his or her less 
contribution to the task?” and “how likely will you seek information about the 
specific procedures from this person?” The level of likelihood was based on a 5-point 
scale ranging from “1 = Very Unlikely” to “5 = Very Likely”. Answers to the 
questions formed different dependent variable matrices. For example, cell entry Xij 
reflected that actor i’s likelihood of using need norm to actor j. As is the same 
operation for other dependent variables.  
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3.3.3 Self-monitoring 
Self-monitoring was measured using a 13-item scale developed by Lennox and 
Wolfe (1984). The original scale has 2 sub-dimensions: ability to modify self-
presentation and sensitivity to expressive behaviors of others. Items were scored on a 
5-point scale ranging from “1 = Strongly Disagree” to “5 = Strongly Agree”.  
 
3.3.4 Demographic Characteristics 
Demographic similarity provided individuals with common interests and 
viewpoints that may foster friendship (Shah, 1998). To account for alternative 
explanations, demographic variables, such as age, education level, gender, tenure, 
departmental affiliation, and hierarchical status, were also collected. 
These control variables were converted into matrices using the following 
methods: Cell entry Xij in the gender, education, departmental affiliation or 
hierarchical status was coded as 1 if actor i and actor j were of similar categories, 
otherwise, Xij = 0. Measures for tenure and age were continuous, and thus the 
matrices contained difference scores between two actors on each variable. For 
example, cell entry Xij for the tenure matrix represented the absolute value of actor i’s 
tenure minus actor j’s tenure. The age matrix was similar with cell entry equaling the 
absolute value of age differences between two actors.  
 
3.4 Data Analysis and Hypothesis Testing  
3.4.1 QAP for Main Effect Testing  
We used UCINET’s Quadratic Assignment Procedure (QAP) correlation and 
multiple regression techniques (Borgatti, Everett & Freeman, 2002) to calculate 
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intercorrelations among the matrices and test the hypotheses. The QAP multiple 
regression is similar to ordinary multiple regression; however, it enables analysis of 
matrix data. Because social network matrices include information about 
interdependent relationships among actors, the data typically suffer from 
autocorrelation problem that plagues relational data and that ordinary least square 
(OLS) tests. QAP provides a nonparametric test of the relationship among two or 
more matrices, thus overcoming this autocorrelation (Krackhardt & Stern, 1988; Shah, 
1998). The standardized coefficients and R2s obtained in QAP can be interpreted in 
the same manner as the regression coefficients and R2s in OLS (Shah, 1998). The 
analysis for the hypotheses about the main effects can be expressed in the following 
equation: Y = b0 + b1 (Expressive Ties) + b2 (Instrumental Ties) + b3 (Gender) + b4 
(Age) + b5 (Tenure) + b6 (Departmental Affiliation) + b7 (Education) + b8 (Hierarchical 
Status).  
 
3.4.2 QAP for Moderating Effect Testing  
With the exception of Burkhardt (1994) who examined how high self-monitors 
and low self-monitors differ in their construction of similar technology-related 
behaviors, attitudes and beliefs with coworkers, few social network scholars, as far as 
we know, ever conducted the moderating effect testing. Following the method 
developed by Burkhardt (1994), we dichotomized respondents into low and high 
groups on the basis of the median split (3.73) of the self-monitoring ratings, and 
conducted separate analyses for each group (High self-monitors, N = 28; Low self-
monitors, N = 28) with the QAP multiple regression technique described above. 
 






4.1 QAP Intercorrelations  
Table 1 shows descriptive statistics and QAP intercorrelations. The meanings 
of the information behaviors for procedural justice and interactional justice are shown 
below Table 1.  
The demographic variables, especially age, departmental affiliation and gender 
had significant correlations with expressive ties. These results provided support for 
the argument that friendship ties tended to develop between people who are similar on 
a variety of personal characteristics (Ibarra, 1992; Ibarra & Andrew, 1993; Marsden, 
1988). The significant correlation between departmental affiliation and instrumental 
ties indicated that fact that individuals were more likely to have instrumental ties with 
co-workers within the same departments.  
Expressive ties and instrumental ties were significantly related to use of 
different allocation norms, information behaviors and affective response. Moreover, 
the correlations between expressive ties and the dependent variables were of higher 
magnitude than those between instrumental ties and the dependent variables. These 
results may mean that expressive ties are expected to play a more important role than 
instrumental ties.  
There were significant correlations among the use of allocation norms and the 
information behaviors. These results might provide indirect support for the findings in 
organizational justice literature that the three dimensions of organizational justice – 




Descriptive Statistics and Quadratic Assignment Procedure (QAP) Correlations 
 
*p<.05, **p<.01, *** <.001
 Mean S.D. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1. Expressive Ties 0.17 0.38          
2. Instrumental Ties 0.32 0.47 .09***         
3. Equality 3.07 1.04 .66*** .18***        
4. Equity 3.03 1.13 -.62*** .09*** -.58***       
5. Need 3.43 1.10 .35*** .14*** .42*** -.35***      
6. PJ-Seeking 3.03 1.08 .35*** .20*** .36*** -.15** .32***     
7. PJ-Provision  3.91 0.8 .35*** .17*** .34*** -.40*** .31*** .30***    
8. PJ-Volunteering 2.72 1.02 .65*** .26*** .54*** -.46*** .44*** .44*** .43***   
9. PJ-Acceptance 2.71 0.85 .53*** .18*** .50*** -.38*** .42*** .53*** .39*** .52***  
10. PJ-Positive Affect 2.94 0.70 .55*** .17*** .50*** -.38*** .35*** .44*** .21*** .60*** .46*** 
11. IJ-Seeking 2.39 0.97 .52*** .20*** .42*** -.33*** .33*** .45*** .33*** .63*** .47*** 
12. IJ-Provision 2.49 0.78 .55*** .15*** .46*** -.38*** .32*** .48*** .36*** .64*** .49*** 
13. IJ-Volunteering 1.82 0.76 .67*** .08** .52*** -.42*** .40*** .44*** .28*** .57*** .52*** 
14. IJ-Acceptance 1.86 0.80 .58*** .17*** .51*** -.40*** .39*** .48*** .28*** .69*** .48*** 
15. IJ-Positive Affect 2.00 0.82 .60*** .07* .52*** -.38*** .36*** .39*** .20*** .60*** .43*** 
16. Age 9.16 7.00 -.09*** .02 -.07* .08* -.05 -.05 -.06 -.09* -.12*** 
17. Department 0.12 0.32 .20*** .33*** .20*** -.15*** .13*** .10*** 12*** .18*** .14*** 
18. Education 0.31 0.46 .03 .05** .01 -.04* .00 .02 -.02 .02 .01 
19. Gender 0.73 0.45 .11*** .05 .07 -.02 -.02 .13* .09* .07 .07 
20. Hierarchical Status 0.68 0.47 .01 -.05 -.11** .11* -.04 -.02 -.05 -.08 -.11** 






 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
1. Expressive Ties            
2. Instrumental Ties            
3. Equality            
4. Equity            
5. Need            
6. PJ-Seeking            
7. PJ-Provision            
8. PJ-Volunteering            
9. PJ-Acceptance            
10. PJ-Positive Affect            
11. IJ-Seeking .58***           
12. IJ-Provision .57*** .63***          
13. IJ-Volunteering .56*** .58*** .58***         
14. IJ-Acceptance  .66*** .75*** .69*** .60***        
15. IJ-Positive Affect .62*** .64*** .58*** .58*** .75***       
16. Age -.07 -.04 -.03 -.06 -.05 -.02      
17. Department .13*** .18*** .14*** .15*** .16*** .14*** .00     
18. Education .01 .04** .00 .02 .01 .03 -.04 .05    
19. Gender .08 .13** .11** .11** .11* .14** .08 .05 -.02   
20. Hierarchical Status -.04 -.01 -.12** -.01 -.05 -.03 .05 .00 .10*** .01  
21. Tenure -.05 .00 .02 -.05 -.03 -.04 .52*** -.00 -.02 .07 .04 
 




Notes for the Information Behaviors in TABLE 1 
Information on procedural justice refers to information on organizational procedures 
PJ-Seeking: Seek information on procedural justice 
PJ-Provision: Provide information on procedural justice with co-workers’ enquiry 
PJ-Volunteering: Volunteer information on procedural justice to co-workers  
PJ-Acceptance: Accept information on procedural justice volunteered by co-workers 
PJ-Positive Affect: Hold positive affect toward co-workers’ volunteering information on procedural justice  
Information on interactional justice refers to information on supervisor’s responsibility to provide explanation for decisions 
IJ-Seeking: Seek information on interactional justice 
IJ-Provision: Provide information on interactional justice with co-workers’ enquiry 
IJ-Volunteering: Volunteer information on interactional justice to co-workers  
IJ-Acceptance: Accept information on interactional justice volunteered by co-workers 








4.2 Main Effects of Network Ties  
4.2.1 Social Construction of Distributive Justice 
Table 2 shows the main effects of network ties – expressive ties and 
instrumental ties – on the use of allocation norms. Two-step QAP multiple regression 
analysis was made to account for the influence of demographic variables. 
The regression analysis in Table 2 provided strong support for hypothesis 1a, 
which predicts that individuals are more likely to use equality norm and need norm to 
expressive coworkers than to instrumental coworkers. The results revealed that the b 
coefficients for expressive ties (b = .64, p<.001 for equality; b = .33, p<.001 for need) 
were of a higher magnitude than those for instrumental ties (b = .10, p<.001 for 
equality; b = .10, p<.01 for need). These differences in coefficient magnitudes 
indicated that expressive ties, compared to instrumental ties, make it more likely for 
individuals to apply equality norm and need norm.  
The regression analysis provided partial support for hypothesis 1b, which 
predicts that individuals are more likely to use equity norm to instrumental coworkers 
than to expressive coworkers. When individuals took coworkers’ less contribution to 
the task in consideration, as was described in the scenario 1, the b coefficient for 
expressive ties (b = -.61, p<.001) shows that the stronger the expressive ties, the less 
likely individuals will use equity norm to expressive coworkers. However, the effect 
of instrumental ties on equity norm was not significant at all (b = -.01, n.s.), which 
indicated that the employees in this study would not allocate less reward to 
instrumental coworkers who contributed less to the task.  
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TABLE 2 
QAP Regression Analyses for Social Construction of Distributive Justice  
 
         Equality       Norm           Equity       Norm           Need     Norm  
Model  1 2 1 2 1 2 
Control Variables       
Age -.08* -.02 .06 .00 -.07 -.04 
Department .19*** .04* -.15*** -.03 .13** .03 
Education .01 -.01 -.04* -.02 -.00 -.02 
Gender .07 -.01 -.02 .04 -.02 -.06 
Hierarchical Status -.11** -.11** .11* .12** -.04 -.03 
Tenure .03 .03 .02 .02 -.02 -.03 
Network Ties       
Instrumental Ties  .10***  -.01  .10** 
Expressive Ties  .64***  -.61***  .33***
R2 .06*** .46*** .04*** .40*** .02*** .14***
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4.2.2 Social Construction of Procedural Justice 
Table 3 shows the main effects of network ties – expressive ties and 
instrumental ties – on the information behaviors and positive affect in the situation of 
ambiguity about procedural justice. Two-step QAP multiple regression analysis was 
made to account for the influence of demographic variables on the dependent 
variables. 
The QAP regression analyses did not provide support for hypothesis 2a and 
hypothesis 2b, which predicts that information seeking (H2a) and information 
provision (H2b) will not vary across expressive ties and instrumental ties. The b 
coefficients for expressive ties (b = .33, p<.001 for information seeking and for 
information provision as well) were of higher magnitude than those for instrumental 
ties (b = .18, p<.001 for information seeking; b = .14, p<.001 for information 
provision). These differences in the coefficient magnitudes mean that individuals are 
more likely to seek information on procedural justice from expressive coworkers than 
from instrumental coworkers; and in turn, they are also more likely to provide the 
information to expressive coworkers than to instrumental coworkers.  
The result provided robust support for hypothesis 2c, which predicts that 
individuals are more likely to volunteer information on procedural justice to 
expressive co-workers than to instrumental co-workers. The b coefficient for 
expressive ties (b = .63, p<.001) was of higher magnitude than that for instrumental 
ties (b = .20, p<.001). Hypothesis 2d, which predicts that individuals are more likely 
to accept information volunteered by expressive co-workers than by instrumental co-
worker, and hypothesis 2e, which predicts that individuals are more likely to hold 
positive affect toward the voluntary helping by expressive co-workers than by 
instrumental coworkers, were also strongly supported.  
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TABLE 3 
QAP Regression Analyses for Social Construction of Procedural Justice  
 
 Information Seeking Information Provision Information Volunteering Information Acceptance Positive Affect 
Model 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 
Control Variables           
Age -.08* -.05 -.06 -.03 -.11* -.05 -.13** -.07* -.06 -.01 
Department .09*** -.03 .12*** .01 .17*** -.01 .14*** -.01 .12*** -.02 
Education .02 .00 -.02 -.03* .02 -.01 .01 -.01 .01 -.01 
Gender .12* .08 .09* .05 .07 -.00 .07 .01 .08 .02 
Hierarchical Status -.03 -.02 -.05 -.04 -.08 -.07 -.11** -.10** -.04 -.03 
Tenure .05 .04 -.01 -.01 .04 .03 .02 .01 -.02 -.03 
Network Ties           
       Instrumental Ties  .18***  .14***  .20***  .14***  .13*** 
       Expressive Ties  .33***  .33***  .63***  .52***  .54*** 
R2 .03*** .16*** .03*** .15*** .05*** .46*** .05*** .32*** .03*** .32*** 
 




Chapter 4: Results 
41 
The b coefficients for expressive ties (b = .52, p<.001 for information acceptance; b 
= .54, p<.001 for positive affect) were of higher magnitude than those for 
instrumental ties (b = .14, p<.001 for information acceptance; b = .13, p<.001 for 
positive affect). All these differences in the coefficient magnitudes mean that on one 
hand, individuals are more likely to volunteer information on procedural justice to 
expressive coworkers than to instrumental coworkers (H2c); on the other hand, they 
are more likely to accept the information volunteered by expressive coworkers than 
by instrumental coworkers (H2d), and hold positive affect toward expressive 
coworkers than toward instrumental coworkers (H3e). 
  
4.2.3 Social Construction of Interactional Justice 
Table 4 shows the main effects of network ties – expressive ties and 
instrumental ties – on the information behaviors and positive affect in the situation of 
ambiguity about interactional justice. Two-step QAP regression analysis was made to 
account for the influence of demographic variables on the dependent variables.  
The QAP regressions provided strong support for all the five hypotheses H2a, 
H2b, H2c, H2d, and H2e, which predict that individuals are more likely to engage in the 
information behaviors (i.e., seeking, provision, volunteering and acceptance) and hold 
positive affect to expressive co-workers than to instrumental co-workers. The b 
coefficients for expressive ties (b = .49, p<.001 for seeking; b = .54, p<.001 for 
provision; b = .66, p<.001 for volunteering; b = .59, p<.001 for acceptance; and b 
= .59, p<.001for positive affect) were of much higher magnitude than those for 
instrumental (b = .14, p<.001 for seeking;  b = .10, p<.01 for provision; b = .01, n.s. 
for volunteering; b = .04, n.s. for acceptance; and b = .01, n.s. for positive affect). In 
particular, instrumental ties had no effects on information volunteering, acceptance 
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TABLE 4 
QAP Regression Analyses for Social Construction of Interactional Justice  
 
 Information Seeking Information Provision Information Volunteering Information Acceptance Positive Affect 
Model  1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 
Control Variables           
Age -.06 -.02 -.06 -.01 -.05 .02 -.05 .01 -.01 .05 
Department .17*** .03 .14*** .00 .15*** .02 .15*** .02 .13*** .01 
Education .03 .01 .02 .00 .02 .00 .01 -.00 .03 .02 
Gender .13* .07 .11* .05 .12** .04 .11* .04 .14** .08 
Hierarchical Status -.01 -.01 -.12** -.12** -.00 -.01 -.05 -.05 -.03 -.03 
Tenure .03 .02 .05 .04 -.04 -.04 -.01 -.01 -.04 -.04 
Network Ties           
Instrumental Ties   .14***  .10**  .01  .04  .01 
Expressive Ties  .49***  .54***  .66***  .59***  .59*** 
R2 .05*** .30*** .05*** .33*** .04*** .45*** .04*** .37*** .04*** .37*** 
  
 * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
C
hapter 4: Results
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and positive affect. These results indicate that individuals are more likely to engage in 
the information behaviors (i.e., seeking, provision, volunteering and acceptance) and 
hold positive affect to expressive coworkers than to instrumental coworkers in the 
situation of ambiguity about interactional justice.  
 
4.3 Moderating Effects of Self-monitoring  
4.3.1 Self-monitoring in Social Construction of Procedural Justice 
Table 5 showed the moderating effects of self-monitoring on the relationships 
between network ties – expressive ties and instrumental ties, and information seeking 
and volunteering in the situation of ambiguity of procedural justice.  
The result did not provide support for hypothesis 4a, which predicts that high 
self-monitors will equally seek the information from expressive coworkers and 
instrumental coworkers; low self-monitors will not seek it from expressive coworkers 
or instrumental coworkers. For high self-monitors, the b coefficient for instrumental 
ties (b = .29, p<.001) was of higher magnitude than that for expressive ties (b = .25, 
p<.001), i.e., high self-monitors were even more likely to seek the information about 
procedural justice from instrumental coworkers than from expressive coworkers. This 
result suggests that when ambiguity arise concerning procedural justice in this 
organization, high self-monitoring employees are more likely to seek information 
from instrumental coworkers, with whom they have direct workflow based 
relationship, than from their friends. For low self-monitors, the coefficient for 
expressive ties (b = .40, p<.001) was of much higher magnitude than that for 
instrumental ties (b = .09, p<.05). This result shows that low self-monitors do not 
completely ignore social information when they experienced ambiguity; instead, they 
mainly rely on their friends for the information.  
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The result also did not provide support for hypothesis 4c, which predicts that 
high self-monitors will equally volunteer the information to expressive coworkers and 
instrumental coworkers; low self-monitors will not volunteer it to expressive 
coworkers or instrumental coworkers. For high self-monitors, the b coefficient for 
expressive ties (b = .59, p<.001) was of higher magnitude than that for instrumental 
ties (b = .41, p<.001). It means that high self-monitors are more likely to volunteer the 
information to expressive coworkers than to instrumental coworkers. For low self-
monitors, the b coefficient for expressive ties (b = .59, p<.001) was significant, 
whereas that for instrumental ties (b = -.02) was not significant at all. It suggests that 
low self-monitors care about their friends’ ambiguity about procedural justice, 
although they may completely ignore their instrumental coworkers’ similar suffering.  
 
4.3.2 Self-monitoring in Social Construction of Interactional Justice 
Table 6 showed the moderating effects of self-monitoring on the relationships 
between network ties – expressive ties and instrumental ties, and information seeking 
and volunteering in the situation of ambiguity of interactional justice.  
The result provided partial support for hypothesis 4b, which predicts that high 
self-monitors are more likely to seek the information from expressive coworkers than 
from instrumental coworkers; low self-monitors will not seek it from expressive 
coworkers or instrumental coworkers. Specifically, the prediction about the behavior 
of high self-monitors was supported while that for low self-monitors was not. For 
high self-monitors, the b coefficient for expressive ties (b = .49, p<.001) was of 
higher magnitude than that for instrumental ties (b = .30, p<.001). High self-monitors 
were more likely seek information about interactional justice from expressive 
coworkers than from instrumental coworkers. For low self-monitors, the effect of
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TABLE 5 
High and Low Self-monitors for Social Construction of Procedural Justice 
 
 Information Seeking  Information Volunteering
 High – SM Low – SM  High – SM Low – SM 
Control Variables      
Age -.03 -.08  -.08 -.08 
Department .01 -.06  .00 .01 
Education .02 .01  -.04 -.02 
Gender .04 .17**  -.02 -.03 
Hierarchical Status .08 -.15*  -.11* .04 
Tenure .03 .02  .03 .01 
Network Ties      
Instrumental Ties  .29*** .09*  .41*** -.02 
Expressive Ties  .25*** .40***  .59*** .69*** 
R2 .15*** .23***  .57*** .48*** 
                            
                       High – SM: High Self-monitors; Low – SM: Low Self-monitors  
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expressive ties (b = .64, p<.001) was significant while the effect of instrumental ties 
(b = -.00, n.s.) was not significant at all. This result suggests that when low self-
monitors experience ambiguity about interactional justice, they will turn to their 
friends for relevant information. 
The result provided partial support for hypothesis 4d, which predicts that high 
self-monitors are more likely to volunteer the information to expressive coworkers 
than to instrumental coworkers; low self-monitors will not volunteer it to expressive 
coworkers or instrumental coworkers. Specifically, the prediction about high self-
monitors was supported while that for low self-monitors was not. For high self-
monitors, the effect of expressive ties (b = .73, p<.001) was significant while the 
effect of instrumental ties (b = .03, n.s.) was not significant at all. As the same case 
for low self-monitors (b = .58, p<.001 for expressive ties; b = .04, n.s. for 
instrumental ties). These results suggest that when high and low self-monitors 
experience ambiguity about interactional justice, they only turn to their friends for 




High and Low Self-monitors for Social Construction of Interactional Justice 
 
 Information Seeking  Information Volunteering
 High – SM Low – SM  High – SM Low – SM 
Control Variables      
Age -.09 .07  .08 .01 
Department .02 .01  .04 -.00 
Education .02 .00  .02 -.04 
Gender .06 .04  .00 -.02 
Hierarchical Status .00 .03  .01 .05 
Tenure .02 .02  -.10 .02 
Network Ties      
Instrumental Ties  .30*** -.00  .03 04 
Expressive Ties  .49*** .64***  .66*** .58*** 
R2 .38*** .42***  .55*** .36*** 
                           
                         High – SM: High Self-monitors; Low – SM: Low Self-monitors  
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5.1 Main Effects of Network Ties  
The first objective of this study is to apply the network perspective to address 
the mechanism by which how justice perceptions are socially constructed. The 
findings of this study provide support for our argument that social network ties, i.e., 
expressive ties and instrumental ties, constrain or facilitate individuals’ use of 
allocation norms, information behaviors and affective response to voluntary helping.  
First, this is the first study, as far as we know, to explore how individuals use 
different allocation norms (i.e., equality, equity and need norms) to coworkers with 
different patterns of social relations in the workplace, rather than in the laboratory 
settings. On one hand, the network design captures the long-term social bonds which 
are generally ignored in the laboratory studies. On the other hand, the network 
approach allows us to identify the “faces” of the coworkers to whom individuals use 
different standards of justice to allocate rewards. We found that individuals are more 
likely to use equality and need norms to expressive ties (i.e., close coworkers). This 
result is consistent with the laboratory findings (e.g., Carles & Carver, 1979; Clark, 
Mills & Corcoran, 1989; Deutsch, 1975). However, we did not find that individuals 
are more likely to use equity norm to instrumental ties (i.e., distant coworkers). This 
result is inconsistent with the laboratory findings. A possible explanation for this 
inconsistency may stem from the cultural background of the sample in this study. 
Chinese people emphasize interpersonal harmony with others, which is exactly 
reflected through the equality and need norms, rather than equity norm. Thus, in this 
study, the Chinese employees would not allocate less reward to instrumental 
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coworkers although the coworkers contributed less to the task. Bond and his 
colleagues (1982 & 1992) also found that Chinese subjects tend to emphasize equality 
or need in reward allocation. Although this current study is not to explore the 
influence of cultural differences on people’s use of allocation norms, the Chinese 
cultural background may play a key role in the inconsistency between the finding of 
this study and that of the laboratory studies. Future cross-cultural studies can examine 
how cultural differences influence people’s use of allocation norms.  
Second, the findings of this study provide support for the assumption behind 
the social network theory, i.e., structured social relationships provide opportunities for 
or put constraint on individuals’ behaviors. Expressive ties and instrumental ties have 
been found to play a unique role in individuals’ information seeking, provision, 
volunteering and acceptance. In particular, the unique roles of these two ties on 
information volunteering and acceptance, and positive affect become more obvious 
when the nature of the information is taken into consideration: for insensitive and 
public information about procedural justice, both ties have significant effects; whereas 
for sensitive and private information about interactional justice, only expressive ties 
have significant effects while instrumental ties have no effects at all.  
Third, this study expanded the views on the feedback-seeking literature (e.g., 
Morrison, 1993b; Morrison, 2002) and the social referent literature (e.g., Shah, 1998) 
which mainly focused on the behavior of information seeking or enquiry. In 
additional to seekers’ behavior, this study also examined (1) providers’ behaviors – 
information provision with co-workers’ enquiry or information volunteering, and (2) 
recipients’ reactions –information acceptance and positive affect. The exploration of 
behaviors toward information from different parties’ perspectives allows us to better 
understand how social information flows to and from individuals.  
Chapter 5: Discussion 
 50
Fourth, this study provides support for the suggestion that interpersonal 
helping be examined within a relational framework (Settoon & Mossholder, 2002) 
both from the helpers’ and the recipients’ perspectives. From the helpers’ perspective, 
information provision or volunteering to co-workers is an interpersonal helping to 
help coworkers clarify ambiguity. We found that the patterns of social relations 
influence the targets individuals choose to help, i.e., individuals are more likely to 
provide and volunteer justice-relevant information to expressive co-workers than to 
instrumental co-workers. In particular, the effects of the social relations on 
information volunteering become more obvious when the information is sensitive and 
private. From the recipients’ perspective, information acceptance and affective 
response are recipients’ reactions to information volunteering. We found that social 
network ties also influence recipients’ reactions to helping, i.e., individuals are more 
likely to accept and hold positive affect to information volunteering from expressive 
coworkers than from instrumental coworkers. In particular, the effects of the social 
relations on recipients’ reactions become more obvious when the information is 
sensitive and private. Thus, this study provided direct support for the finding that 
interpersonal quality and interpersonal context influence people’s interpersonal 
citizenship behaviors (Settoon & Mossholder, 2002). At the same time, it provided 
indirect support for the social psychological literature that helping may not always be 
regarded as supported by recipients (Nadler & Fisher, 1986). Knowing about the 
patterns of social relations between a helper and a recipient is necessary to better 
understand the recipient will react to the helping.  
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5. 2 Moderating Effects of Self-monitoring  
The second objective of this study is to account for the influence of 
dispositional factor on individuals’ sensitivity and reliance on social information in 
their construction of justice judgment. By examining the interaction effects of self-
monitoring and network ties on information seeking and volunteering, we found that 
high self-monitors and low self-monitors differed greatly in their sensitivity to the 
social situations, i.e., ambiguity about procedural justice and interactional justice. 
High self-monitors’ information seeking and volunteering varied across these two 
situations, while those of low self-monitors remained consistent.  
For high self-monitors, when the situation is involved with the insensitive and 
public information about procedural justice, high self-monitors were more likely to 
seek the information from instrumental coworkers than from expressive coworkers. 
To a great degree, this finding is consistent with the suggestion that when questions 
arise concerning procedural justice, employees tend to seek information from those 
who they might not consider part of their immediate affectively based social circle 
(Umphress et al., 2003). Whereas when the situation is involved with sensitive and 
private information about interaction justice, high self-monitors are more likely to 
seek the information from expressive coworkers than from instrumental coworkers. 
Expressive coworkers, rather than instrumental coworkers, are more trusted to talk 
about private topics. At the same time, high self-monitors’ sensitivity to social 
situation was particularly revealed from their volunteering information to instrumental 
co-workers. They would volunteer information about procedural justice to 
instrumental coworkers. However, they were reluctant to volunteer information about 
interactional justice to instrumental coworkers.  This obvious difference on 
information volunteering may stem from the balance that high self-monitors made 
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between the motive for impression management and the information sensitivity. The 
motive to construct helpful image plays a dominant role in the procedural justice 
situation while the information sensitivity plays a dominant role in the interactional 
justice situation.  
In contrast, low self-monitors remained consistent across the two situations. 
Although the result showed that low self-monitors would seek information about 
procedural justice from instrumental coworkers, the likelihood is of very low 
magnitude in comparison to expressive coworkers. In particular, low self-monitors 
only volunteered information to expressive co-workers, but not to instrumental co-
workers at all, no matter whether the information is about procedural justice or 
interactional justice. These results confirm the arguments that low self-monitors tend 
not to adjust their behaviors across various situations.  
Although it is generally assumed that low self-monitors are insensitive to 
others, the finding in this study showed that low self-monitors were insensitive to 
instrumental coworkers, rather than to expressive coworkers. On one hand, they 
would seek the social information from expressive coworkers when they experience 
ambiguity in justice perception; on the other hand, they would volunteer the 
information to expressive coworkers who experience the ambiguity. The network 
designs in this study allowed us to examine the different reactions of low self-monitor 
to people with different patterns of social relations, which, as far as we know, has not 
been examined to date. Thus, the relational perspective may add fresh insights into the 
argument that low self-monitors do not attend to social information and remain 
consistent in their feelings, attitudes and behaviors over various situations.  
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5.3 Reciprocity of Expressive Ties 
The data revealed a low reciprocity of expressive ties (22%) between the 
respondents. Expressive ties were rated as reciprocated only if two respondents chose 
each other as a friend. Based on Hanneman (2001), we measured the degree of 
reciprocity of ties as the correlation between expressive ties and the transpose of 
expressive ties (i.e., QAP correlation r = .22, p <.001).  
The low reciprocity of expressive ties in the data may be attributed to the 
recall error, informal power balance, different conceptions of friendship and the lack 
of anonymity that influenced respondents to report more relationships (Ibarra & 
Andrew, 1993; Shah, 1998). Detailed examination of the data showed that 7 
employees did not regard any other coworkers as friends, which contributed to the 
low reciprocity of expressive in the data. However, an accurate perception of one’s 
friends is essential to functioning within an organization (Krackhardt, 1990; Shah, 
1998). In this study, it is essential for individuals to seek justice-relevant information, 
especially sensitive and private information, to clarify their ambiguity about 
organizational justice. A good understanding of one’s own ties appears to be lacking 
in this data, which may influence individuals to fully interpret the social information 
around them.  
 
5.4 Theoretical Implications  
This study applied the social network perspective to examine an unaddressed 
area in the existing research on the social construction of organizational justice. 
Although the SIP theory reveals the importance of social information in individuals’ 
sense making and judgment in situations of ambiguity, it remains vague in articulating 
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the mechanism by which how social information flows to and from individuals who 
are embedded in different patterns of social relations with others. This study advances 
the SIP theory by demonstrating that the flowing of social information is constrained 
by the social network ties and the natures of social information involved; moreover, it 
is also influenced by the dispositional characteristics, such as self-monitoring, which 
reveals individual differences in the sensitivity to social information and the tendency 
to seek and/or volunteer it.  
This study may also contribute to the research on organizational citizenship 
behavior by prompting the need to examine interpersonal helping in a relational 
framework, to identify the targets of helping behavior, and to understand the 
recipients’ reactions to the helping. The findings of this study suggest that 
interpersonal helping is subject to the influence of interpersonal relationships: the 
provision of helping and the reactions to helping depend on the interpersonal 
relationships between helpers and recipients.  
 
5.5 Managerial Implications  
The managerial implication of this study is twofold. First, employees make 
sense of justice about decision procedures and the quality of interpersonal treatments 
by a supervisor not only based on their direct experiences but also on the social 
information from coworkers. Since injustice perceptions often lead to problems with 
retentions, morale and performance, it may be important for organizations to create 
access to information about decision making procedures and help employees clarify 
ambiguities about procedural justice. At the same time, it would be the interest of 
management to provide more information in order to safeguard against 
misinterpretation of information about otherwise fair procedures (Lamertz, 2002). 
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Moreover, a supervisor’s provision of explanations about decisions, such as 
performance appraisal and promotion, may help employees clarify ambiguities about 
the quality of interpersonal treatments by the supervisor. Second, this study suggests 
that information flowing occurs through the social network ties between individuals. 
Thus, understanding the network properties inherent within organizations is essential 
for understanding the dynamics behind employees’ sense making and “information 
behaviors” within organizations.  
 
5.6 Limitations 
As is common in the social network research, the primary limitations of this 
study were due to the network methodology. First, common method bias is 
unavoidable in this study because the data about the independent and dependent 
measures were collected on the same source. However, the data about the independent 
variables were collected a week before the data about the dependent variables. This 
two-section survey administration may help this study to reduce the common method 
bias. Second, network studies inherently deprive respondents of anonymity, so 
responses may be positively biased (Shah, 1998). Third, as is discussed in the 
methodology section, the survey contained only single-item measures for the 
independent and dependent variables. Because network surveys are time consuming, 
it severely limits the use of traditional multi-item survey in this study. Finally, the 
data collection was conducted in only one organization within the Chinese context, 
limiting the generalizability of the results. This limitation may be particularly critical 
when one considers cultural values as an important factor for individuals’ emphasis 
on allocation norms. In this sample, individuals would not use equity norm to 
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instrumental coworkers, which is inconsistent with the western-based laboratory 
studies.  
 
5.7 Conclusion   
The main contribution of this study is the integration of the social network 
perspective with the research on social construction of organizational justice. This 
integration addresses the failure of the social information processing theory to 
articulate the mechanism through which social information about organizational 
justice flows to and from individuals. The exploration of how the social network ties 
influence individuals’ behaviors toward information is very critical to understand how 
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非常不可能        有些不可能       不置可否       有些可能         非常可能 


















1. 有多大的可能性您会分一半的钱给这个同事, 而不考虑他 (或她) 对任务的
贡献比较少? 
   
2. 因为这个同事对任务的贡献比较少而您的贡献比较多, 有多大的可能性您
会分少于一半的钱给他 (或她)? 
   
3. 进一步假设这个同事的经济状况比您差很多, 有多大的可能性您会分多于
一半的钱给他 (或她)?  

































向他 (或她) 了解这方面的看法? 
   
2. 如果他 (或她) 主动提供这方面的看法给您, 有多大的可能性您会接受他 
(或她) 的看法? 
   
3. 对于他 (或她) 的这种主动提供看法的行为, 有多大的可能性您会对他 (或
她) 持有好感? 
   
 
 
反过来,假设分别是后面的同事正在经历同样的情景模拟 2。他 (或她) 不是很清楚那些标准













1. 假设您知道“那些标准与程序的具体内容”, 当后面的同事向您询问时， 有
多大的可能性您会详细地告诉他 (或她) 这方面的内容? 
   
2. 如果他 (或她) 没有主动向您询问，但您知道他 (或她) 正为此而困惑, 有多
大的可能性您会主动告诉他（或她）这方面的内容？ 














是获得提升的名单中的一员; 按照您的自我评估, 您也是这样认为的。但事与愿违, 您没有得
到提升。一方面, 您不知道领导给您的工作评价是什么; 另一方面, 对于您的落选, 领导也没
有提供合理的解释。缺乏这两方面的信息让您感到困惑。因此, 您很想知道对于被认为将获














升而却落选的员工 (例如您) 提供合理的解释”? 
   
2. 如果他 (或她) 主动提供这方面的看法给您, 有多大的可能性您会接受他 
(或她) 的看法? 
   
3. 对于他 (或她) 的这种主动提供看法的行为, 有多大的可能性您会对他 (或
她) 持有好感? 
   
 
 
反过来, 假设分别是后面的同事正在经历同样的情景模拟 3。很多人认为他 (或她) 将获得提
升，而结果却落选。他 (或她) 很想知道对于他 (或她) 的落选，领导没有提供合理的解释。













理的解释”有一些看法, 当他 (或她) 与您探讨时, 有多大的可能性您会真实地
告诉他 (或她) 您自己的看法? 
   
2. 如果他 (或她) 没有主动与您探讨，有多大的可能性您会主动告诉他 (或
她) 您自己的看法？ 






















1. 在后面的这些同事当中, 您在工作中需要与谁经常见面, 才能完成您的工
作任务? 
   
2. 在后面的这些同事当中, 谁是您在工作时间以外经常见面的的朋友或亲密
朋友?  



























字。答案没有对错之分, 而且将是严格保密的。  
 
非常不同意                 有些不同意                 不置可否                 有些同意                 非常同意 
         1                                   2                                  3                              4                               5 
1. 在与他人交往过程中，如果我感到需要改变自己的言行举止，我能
随机应变. 
1 2 3 4 5
2. 我经常可以从别人的眼神中看出他们真实的情绪。 1 2 3 4 5
3. 我有能力创造偶遇的情景，以达到我希望给人留下的印象。 1 2 3 4 5
4. 在和别人交谈中，我可以敏感地察觉到对方脸部表情最微小的变
化. 
1 2 3 4 5
5. 在领悟别人的情绪和动机方面, 我有很好的直觉。 1 2 3 4 5
6. 在讲笑话的时候，虽然别人笑得很开心，我总是能够看出他们并不
觉得笑话很有趣。 
1 2 3 4 5
7. 当我的表现取不到预期的效果时，我可以随时改变自己的形象以达
到目。 
1 2 3 4 5
8. 从别人的眼神，我总是可以知道自己说的话是否恰当。 1 2 3 4 5
9. 当我需要改变自己的言行以适合不同的人和不同的场合时, 我会感
到力不从心。 
1 2 3 4 5
10. 我发现我能够调整自己的行为去适应不同场合的要求。 1 2 3 4 5
11. 如果有人对我撒谎，我通常很快就能从他们的表达方式看出来。 1 2 3 4 5
12. 即使场合对我有利, 我也不能有很好的表现。 1 2 3 4 5
13. 只要我了解特定的场合要求，我可以很容易据此规范自己的行
为。 















1) 性别:                 2) 年龄：           
3) 您在目前的单位已经工作了            年 
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We appreciate your acceptance of our survey. The objective of this survey is to 
investigate how individuals engage in the information behaviors in order to clarify 
whether they are fairly treated by organizations. There are no right or wrong answers. 
We are only interested in your opinions.  
 
In the survey, there are three scenarios which describe issues related to organizational 
justice, such as reward allocations, performance appraisal and promotion systems. 
Please read each scenario and answer the questions according to your co-workers’ 
names followed. The appearance of specific names is based on the requirement of the 
data analysis software, i.e., the identification of information senders and receivers. 
We assure that the information you provide will be held strictly confidential.  
 
You complete answers will have a great impact on the final results of this study. We 
deeply appreciate your time and energy for each question. When this study is 
completed, we will be happy to share the results with you.  
 
If you have any questions regarding this study, please feel free to conact me at 0596-
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The following scenarios describe some situations at work. Please read each scenario 
carefully and answer the corresponding questions.  There are no right or wrong 
answers. Please answer according to how you personally feel.  Please use the scales 
below to answer questions by giving a score to each of the names followed.  
 
Very Unlikely            Unlikely               Neutral            Likely            Very Likely 
        1                                2                           3                      4                         5 
 
SCENARIO 1 
Your company assigned you to take responsibility for a task. But you need the 
cooperation from a co-worker.  With the co-worker’s cooperation, the task was 
successfully done. Both of you clearly know that you contributed more to the success 
of the task than did your co-worker. Supposed that the company decides to reward 
RMB2000 for the success of the task; and the company asks you to decide on how to 
allocate the money.  Remember how you wish to divide this RMB 2000 is entirely up 
to you.  
Please fill the likelihood scales in each of the blanks 







1. How likely will you allocate half of the money to the 
person regardless of his/her less contribution to the task? 
   
2. How likely will you allocate less money to the person 
and more money to yourself because his/her contribution 
to the task was less than yours? 
   
3. How likely will you allocate an “extra” amount of 
money to the person if you know that his/her economic 
condition is worse than yours? 









Your company states that supervisors follow some specific procedures to assess their 
employees’ performance. These procedures were ever public to every employee. 
Suppose that in certain performance appraisal, the assessment outcome from your 
supervisor is worse than your own self-appraisal. Due to certain reasons, you are not 
clear about how the procedures are applied but you want to make sure whether the 
assessment outcome is fair. 
Please fill the likelihood scales in each of the blanks 







1. How likely will you seek the information about the 
specific procedures from the person? 
   
2. If the person voluntarily provides the information to 
you, how likely will you accept it? 
   
3. How likely will you hold positive affect toward the 
person who voluntarily provides the information to you? 
   
 
 
In turn, suppose that it is your co-worker who experiences SCENARIO 2 and wants 
to know about the specific procedures; and you clearly know about the specific 
procedures of performance appraisal systems.   
Please fill the likelihood scales in each of the blanks 







1. How likely will you provide the information about the 
specific procedures to the person if he/she enquires you 
on it? 
   
2. How likely will you voluntarily provide the 
information to the person even if he/she does not enquire 
you on it? 









The promotion policy in your company publicly states that the promotion decision is 
based on individuals’ ability and performance; performance appraisal by supervisors 
and individual self-appraisal are the main criteria for promotion decision. Suppose 
that in certain promotion decision, you expected to be promoted according to your 
own self-evaluation. However, the result was against your expectation and you were 
not promoted. On one hand, you did not know what appraisal your supervisor gave 
you; on the other hand, your supervisor did not provide you with any explanation or 
justification about your non-promotion.  You find the lack of the information 
troubling.  You want to know whether the supervisor should provide explanations for 
his decisions to the candidates. 
Please fill the likelihood scales in each of the blanks 







1. How likely will you seek the opinion about “whether 
the supervisor should provide explanation about his 
decision to you” from the person? 
   
2. If the person voluntarily provides the opinion to you, 
how likely will you accept it? 
   
3. How likely will you hold positive affect toward the 
person who voluntarily provides his/her opinion to you? 
   
 
 
In turn, suppose that it is your co-worker who experiences SCENARIO 3 and wants 
to know whether the supervisor should provide explanation about his decision to the 
candidate, and that you have your own opinions about it.  
Please fill the likelihood scales in each of the blanks below 







1. How likely will you provide your opinion about “whether 
the supervisor should provide explanation for his decision to 
the person” if the person enquires you on it? 
   
2. How likely will you voluntarily provide the opinion to 
him/her even if he/she does not enquire you on it? 






The following questions are to explore the different closeness degrees between co-
workers. Please answer the questions according to your personal feeling towards each 
of the co-workers followed.  
Please tick each of the blanks below the co-workers’ names 







1. Who do you need to meet at workplace in order to get your 
work done? 
   
2. Who do are your friends or close friends, people who you 
often meet outside of work?  



























The following sentences describe people’s self-perceptions. Please read each sentence 
carefully and tick the number that most represents your personal opinions.  
Strongly Disagree          Disagree          Neutral          Agree          Strongly Agree  
             1                               2                      3                    4                           5 
1. In social situations, I have the ability to alter my behavior if I 
feel that something else is called for. 
1 2 3 4 5
2. I am often able to read people’s true emotions correctly through 
their eyes. 
1 2 3 4 5
3.  I have the ability to control the way I come across to people, 
depending on the impression I wish to give them. 
1 2 3 4 5
4. In conversations, I am sensitive to even the slightest change in 
the facial expression of the person I’m conversing with. 
1 2 3 4 5
5. My powers of intuition are quite good when it comes to 
understanding others emotions and motives. 
1 2 3 4 5
6. I can usually tell when others consider a joke to be in bad taste, 
even though they may be laughing convincingly. 
1 2 3 4 5
7. When I feel that the image I am portraying isn’t working, I can 
readily change it to something that does. 
1 2 3 4 5
8. I can usually tell when it said something inappropriate by 
reading it in the listener’s eyes. 
1 2 3 4 5
9. I have trouble changing my behavior to suit different people and 
different situations.   
1 2 3 4 5
10. I have found that I can adjust my behavior to meet the 
requirements of any situation I find myself in. 
1 2 3 4 5
11. If someone is lying to me, I usually know it at once from that 
person’s manner of expression. 
1 2 3 4 5
12. Even when it might be to my advantage, I have difficulty 
putting up a good front. 
1 2 3 4 5
13. Once I know what the situation calls for, it’s easy for me to 
regulate my actions accordingly. 






Please provide some of your personal information. All the information is strictly 
confidential. Thank you very much for your cooperation! 
 
1) Gender                             2) Age  
3) You have been working in this organization for                     years.  
4) Your education level is                      (Primary School/Junior School/High 
School/College/Undergraduate/Master/PhD) 
